
June 2, 1954 

Hon. Baswm Giles 
Commissioner 
General Land Gffioe 
Austin, Texas 

Letter Opinion 50. W-134 
Be: Whettmr the United States is 
n *person, firm or corporation" *s 
contemplated in hrtiole 54210, 5'00. 
6, V.C.S., so as to bs eligible to 
bsoane a good faith olaimsnt to 
vaoant1and. 

Dear Mr. Gilesr 

Your letter of April 29, 1964, requests our opinion asto 
whether the United States is a "person, firm or corporation" as con- 
templated in Article 54210, Sec. 6, Vernon's Civil Statutes, so as to 
be eligible to beome a good faith olaimant to vaoant public free 
school land. 

IFa have omsidered the following authoritiesr Dnited States 
312 Il. S. 600(1941); State of Georgia v. Ekmns, 
io V. Hslvering, 292 . S. WV. 

Sohvml~!, 147 U.S. 506 (1693); Mfwbin v. State, 24 Tex. 62 (1659 ; -T--k 
East conferenoe v. United Statesp 342 U.S. 570 (1952); 65 Corpus Juz 
1252, United States, Seotion 2: and United States v. Public Iitilities 
Ooarmission, 151 Wd. 2s 609 (U. S. App. D.C. 1946). 

From these authorities, ns have oonoluded that the general rule 
is, as stated in the Halvering sase, supra, that "whether the word *person* 
or 'oorporation' inoludes a stats or the United States depends upon the aon- 
neotion in whichthe mrd is fooun&" 

In the Cooper ease, eupra, the court said that 'the purpose, 
the subjest matter, the sontext, the legislative history and tits exeou- 
tive interpretation of the statute" are aids in reaching an nnsmr to 
the inquiry. 

We now oonsider the 'good faith olaimsnt" portion of Artiole 
54210, Sso. 6, Vernon's Civil Statutes. Generally speaking, under that 
statute, m a~ person, firm or corporation" meeting aertain requirements 
asto good faith possession of proprty adjoining a vaoanay is a "good 
faith olaimant"and is entitled to a preferential right to purohase or 
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lease the vaoant lnnd. There appears to be no good reason why 
the Legislature would wish to deprive the &ited States of the 
right to become a good faith claimant am3 to purohnss a rawnay 
ndjoining or surrounded by its lend. To refuse the federal gov- 
ernmexrt thisright oould obviously autorrnas its reforestation 
program by plaoing an island of non-federal property QI the midst 
of n national forest. Ho publio polioy of this State would be 
offended by grantSag this right. Aotimr ofthe &gislature, in 
fnot, refleot a desire to oooparnte with the Federal~Forest Service. 
(Article 2613, Subdivibion 10, V.C.S.; Senate Conourrent Resolution 
HO. 73, *ots 43rd Leg., B.S. 1933, p. 1013). 

In fact, it has been held that the Wited States has the 
right to own land in Ten? without legislative authority. 
State, 12 S.W. 2d 796(%x. him. 1928); Dodson '1. Home 
gz;t$n, 123 5.X 2d 435 (!Iex. Civ. xpp 1938) f Carter v. Hane 

an Corporation, 123 8.W. 26 437 (Tk. Civ. ?lpp. 1938, error 
. . 

In the light of the foregoing nuthorities, m ngree with 
your previous depl-hnental oonstruotion that the l.Uted States is I 
'person, firm or oorporation" ns oontemplnted ia Artiole 54210, Sec. 
6, and henoe mah qualify ns a good faith olaimant under the fact sit- 
uation as suhnitted to us. 

Yours very truly, 

JOHU B&X SHEPPERD 
Attor!~~ Gemen11 of Texas 

B;v 
J. Arthur Sandlin 
Awiste 
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